P28845.A12 

Summary of the Amendment 

Upon entry and consideration of the instant amendment, claims 224, 259-263, 273-275, 280, 
283, 286 and 288 will have been amended. Accordingly, claims 224-243 and 245-289 will be 
pending and under consideration. 

Summary of the Official Action 
In the instant Office Action, the Examiner objected to the title. Additionally, claims 240 and 
264 were objected to. The Examiner also rejected claims 232, 252 and 253 as being indefinite. 
Finally, the Examiner rejected claims 224-243 and 245-289 over the applied art of record. By the 
present remarks, Applicant submits that the rejections have been overcome, and respectfully request 
reconsideration of the outstanding Office Action and allowance of the present application. 

Interview of March 4, 2010 

Applicant appreciates the courtesy extended by Examiner Fortuna in the Interview of March 
4, 2010. 

In the Interview, Applicant's representative discussed the various objections and rejections. 

In response to Applicant's representative, the Examiner agreed to at least the following: 

that replacing the title with one that deletes the language "Method and" would resolve the 
objection to the title; and 

that amending claims 224 and 274 to recite that the winding device comprises a winding nip 
formed between a winding drum and a spool and that the tissue web is supported on only one side 
between the free web draw and the winding nip would advance prosecution and possibly overcome at 
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least some of the applied art. 

The Examiner, however, indicated that such an amendment would require further search and 
consideration before he could indicate allowance. 

The Specification Objection is Moot and/or Improper 
The Examiner objects to the title as not being descriptive. Applicant respectfully disagrees 
and submits that the title is sufficiently descriptive consistent with current USPTO rules and 
guidelines. 

However, Applicant, in order to advance prosecution, has herein changed the title to be more 
consistent with the pending claims consistent with the agreement reached during the interview of 
March 4, 2010. 

Accordingly, Applicant requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the objection to 
the specification. 

The Claim Objection is Improper 

The Examiner objects to claims 240 and 264 on the basis of Rule 1.75(c) as being in 
improper dependent form and not further limiting the claims from which they depend. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees and submits that these claims further define the tissue web. Even if such 
language is deemed to intended use or non-structural, such language is not per se improper or 
inconsistent with rule 1.75(c). 

Accordingly, Applicant requests that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the objection to 
the specification. 
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The Section 112, 2 nd paragraph, Rejection is Improper 

Claims 232, 252 and 253 were rejected as allegedly being indefinite for being incomplete. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees and again submits that to the extent that the Examiner believes that 
the claims are indefinite for omitting features (which appears to be what the Examiner is arguing) 
along the lines of MPEP 2172.01, Applicant submits that they are not required under section 112, 
second paragraph, to limit the invention to any particular cooperative relationship between the 
recited structural features. 

Applicant respectfully submits the Examiner has misunderstood MPEP sections such as 
MPEP 2172.01, which indicates that when it is indicated "by applicant" in the specification that 
certain features are essential to the invention, such features must be recited in the claims. The 
Examiner has identified no features which were indicated "by Applicant" to be essential to the 
invention in the specification and which are not recited in the claims. In fact, Applicant has not 
asserted in the specification that certain devices are critical or essential to the invention. Certainly, 
none of the elements noted by the Examiner have been so described, and the Examiner has 
respectfully failed to point to any portion of the specification which supports the Examiner's position 
that such devices are asserted to be critical. Accordingly, the Examiner's apparent reliance on MPEP 
sections such as MPEP 2172.01 is respectfully misplaced and this rejection is believed to be 
improper and should be withdrawn. 

Moreover, Applicants are unaware of any requirement, under either the patent statutes or 
rules, requiring Applicant to limit the invention to any particular or preferred disclosed embodiment. 
Applicant submits that if the claim limitations are clear and have support in the specification, they 
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cannot be properly rejected as indefinite merely because the Examiner would prefer that the claims 
recite more detailed limitations. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has set forth no legal basis for requiring Applicant to limit the 
invention in the suggested manner. Section 1 12, 2 nd paragraph, does not require Applicant to specify 
the relationship between the hood and features previous recited in other claims. Applicant submits 
that the requirement that the claims be interpreted in light of the specification provides sufficient 
basis for the claims being definite. The Examiner is reminded that Applicant is entitled to the 
broadest reasonable interpretation permitted by the prior art, and that one of ordinary skill in the art, 
having read the specification, would understand what the claims define. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection of the above-noted claims 
should be withdrawn. 

Traversal of Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 224, 226-234, 236, 237, 240, 241, 243, 246-248, 
250, 252, 254-257, 260, 261, 264-266, 268-270 and 274 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by US Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0221807 to KLERELID et al. 

In the rejection, the Examiner asserted that KLERELID discloses all the recited features of 
these claims, including the recited free web draw. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant respectfully submits that this rejection is improper because KLERELID fails to 
disclose, or even suggest: inter alia , a device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one 
drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for 
winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding 
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drum and a spool, a transfer device at least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping 
doctor and the winding device and moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free 
web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is 
supported on only one side by the transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, 
and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 
kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 224; and inter alia, a device for producing a tissue 
web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying 
cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding 
nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer belt at least largely bridging an entire 
distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and moving around the winding drum of 
the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding 
device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the transfer belt between the free web 
draw and the winding nip and the tissue web has an opposite unsupported side between the creping 
doctor and the winding device, and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force 
that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 274. 

Applicant does not dispute that KLERELID teaches a tissue machine utilizing a free web 
draw between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Figs. 11-14). Applicant also acknowledges that 
KLERELID teaches to use a nip load of between 100 and 250 N/m in the reel-up (see paragraph 
[0021]). However, it is submitted that KLERELID utilizes, with respect to the embodiments that 
utilize a free web draw, a nip 32/34 between the free web draw and the winding device 30/44 and/or 
upper and lower transfer belts 26/46 (see Figs. 1 1-14 and 17-20) to transfer the tissue web between 
the free web drawn and the winding device and/or a support device 24 between the doctor and the 
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transfer belt (see Figs. 15-16 and 21). The invention, in contrast, utilizes a free web draw from the 
doctor to the transfer device and a winding nip which produces a line force that is less than or equal 
to 0.8 kN/m, as well as a transfer device which supports the tissue web between the free web draw 
and the winding nip on only one side. This is not the case in the disclosed embodiments of Figs. 1 1 - 
1 4 and 1 7-20 of KLERELID. Finally, Applicant notes that other embodiments shown in the figures 
of KLERELID appear to lack the recited free web draw. 

For the foregoing reasons and because this document fails to disclose the above-noted 
features of the instant invention, Applicant submits that this document fails to disclose each and 
every recited feature of claims 224 and 274. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Examiner has 
failed to provide an adequate evidentiary basis to support a rejection of anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) and that the instant rejection is improper. 

Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 226-234, 236, 237, 240, 241, 243, 246-248, 
250, 252, 254-257, 260, 261, 264-266 and 268-270 are allowable at least for the reason that these 
claims depend from an allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features that 
further define the present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that KLERELID cannot be read 
to disclose or suggest each of the additional features recited in these claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Traversal of Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102/103 

Over Linden 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 224, 226-234, 236, 237, 240, 241, 243, 246-248, 
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250, 252, 254-256, 260, 264-266, 268-270 and 274-289 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over US Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0060036 to LINDEN. 

In the rejection, the Examiner asserted that LINDEN discloses or suggests all the recited 
features of these claims, including the recited free web draw. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection. 

Applicant respectfully submits that this rejection is improper because LINDEN fails to 
disclose, or even suggest: inter alia , a device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one 
drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for 
winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding 
drum and a spool, a transfer device at least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping 
doctor and the winding device and moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free 
web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is 
supported on only one side by the transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, 
and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 
kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 224; and inter alia , a device for producing a tissue 
web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying 
cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding 
nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer belt at least largely bridging an entire 
distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and moving around the winding drum of 
the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding 
device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the transfer belt between the free web 
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draw and the winding nip and the tissue web has an opposite unsupported side between the creping 
doctor and the winding device, and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force 
that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 274. 

Applicant does not dispute that LINDEN teaches a tissue machine utilizing a free web draw 
between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Figs. 7B-7E). Applicant, however, submits that 
LINDEN fails to teach or suggest a winding device comprising a winding nip which produces a line 
force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m. Applicant notes that while LINDEN discusses a 
controllable or variable nip pressure (see, e.g., paragraphs [0048] and [0058]), it does not appear to 
teach or suggest the recited line force in the recited winding nip or any benefits for operating within 
such a range. 

Applicant also submits that LINDEN fails to teach or suggest a transfer device which 
supports the tissue web between the free web draw and the winding nip on only one side. This is not 
the case in the disclosed embodiments of Figs. 7A-7C of LINDEN. Indeed, as was acknowledged by 
the Examiner in the Interview of March 4, 2010, these embodiments does not even utilize a winding 
nip formed between a winding drum and a spool. 

For the foregoing reasons and because this document fails to disclose the above-noted 
features of the instant invention, Applicant submits that this document fails to disclose each and 
every recited feature of claims 224 and 274. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Examiner has 
failed to provide an adequate evidentiary basis to support a rejection of anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) and/or obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), and that the instant rejection is improper. 

Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 226-234, 236, 237, 240, 241 , 243, 246-248, 
250, 252, 254-256, 260, 264-266, 268-270 and 275-289 are allowable at least for the reason that 
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these claims depend from an allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features 
that further define the present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that LINDEN cannot be 
read to disclose or suggest each of the additional features recited in these claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Over Clarke 

Applicant traverses the rejection of claims 224-237, 240, 241, 243, 255, 256, 259, 260, 264, 
269 and 274-289 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over US Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0111199 
(incorrectly indicated as 2000/01 1 1 199) to CLARKE et al. 

In the rejection, the Examiner asserted that CLARKE discloses all the recited features of 
these claims, including the recited free web draw. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Applicant respectfully submits that this rejection is improper because CLARKE fails to 
disclose, or even suggest: inter alia , a device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one 
drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for 
winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding 
drum and a spool, a transfer device at least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping 
doctor and the winding device and moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free 
web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is 
supported on only one side by the transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, 
and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 
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kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 224; and inter alia, a device for producing a tissue 
web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged on the at least one drying 
cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding device comprising a winding 
nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer belt at least largely bridging an entire 
distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and moving around the winding drum of 
the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the creping doctor and the winding 
device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the transfer belt between the free web 
draw and the winding nip and the tissue web has an opposite unsupported side between the creping 
doctor and the winding device, and wherein the winding nip is configured to produce a line force 
that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as recited in amended independent claim 274. 

Applicant does not dispute that CLARKE teaches a paper or tissue machine utilizing a free 
web draw between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Fig. 2). Applicant, however, submits that 
CLARKE does not teach or suggest a winding device comprising a winding nip which produces a 
line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m. Applicant notes that while CLARKE discusses a 
winding nip (see, e.g., paragraph [002 1 ]), it does not appear to teach or suggest the recited line force 
in the winding nip. 

Applicant also submits that CLARKE fails to teach or suggest a transfer device which 
supports the tissue web between the free web draw and the winding nip on only one side. This is not 
the case in the disclosed embodiment of Fig. 2 of CLARKE. Indeed, as was pointed out to the 
Examiner in the Interview of March 4, 2010, this embodiment supports the web from both sides 
between the free web draw and the winding nip between rolls 36 and 37. 

For the foregoing reasons and because this document fails to disclose the above-noted 
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features of the instant invention, Applicant submits that this document fails to disclose or suggest 
each and every recited feature of claims 224 and 274. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the 
Examiner has failed to provide an adequate evidentiary basis to support a rejection of anticipation 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and/or obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a), and that the instant rejection 
is improper. 

Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 225-237, 240, 241, 243, 255, 256, 259, 260, 
264, 269 and 275-289 are allowable at least for the reason that these claims depend from an 
allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features that further define the 
present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that CLARKE cannot be read to disclose or 
suggest each of the additional features recited in these claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Traversal of Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Over Clarke alone 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 230, 238, 239, 242, 244-254, 257, 
258, 261-263, 265-268 and 270-273 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over CLARKE alone. 

The Examiner acknowledges that CLARKE lacks, among other things, the recited features of 
these claims. However, the Examiner asserts that such features are well known and that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify CLARKE so as to utilize such known 
devices. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Notwithstanding the Office Action assertions as to what this document discloses or suggests, 
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Applicant submits that no proper modification of this document discloses or suggests: inter alia, a 
device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged 
on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding 
device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer device at 
least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and 
moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the 
creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the 
transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, and wherein the winding nip is 
configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as recited in amended 
independent claim 224. 

As explained above, while Applicant does not dispute that CLARKE teaches a paper or tissue 
machine utilizing a free web draw between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Fig. 2), CLARKE 
does not teach or suggest a winding device comprising a winding nip which produces a line force 
that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m. Applicant notes that while CLARKE discusses a winding nip 
(see, e.g., paragraph [0021]), it does not appear to teach or suggest the recited line force in the 
winding nip. CLARKE fails to teach or suggest a transfer device which supports the tissue web 
between the free web draw and the winding nip on only one side. This is not the case in the 
disclosed embodiment of Fig. 2 of CLARKE. Indeed, as was pointed out to the Examiner in the 
Interview of March 4, 20 1 0, this embodiment supports the web from both sides between the free web 
draw and the winding nip between rolls 36 and 37. 

Thus, Applicant submits that the above-noted document fails to disclose or suggest the 
features recited in at least independent claim 224. Because no proper modification of the above- 
noted document discloses or suggests at least the above-noted features of the instant invention, 

{P28845 00891530.DOC} 

-28- 



P28845.A12 Customer No.: 7055 

Applicant submits that no proper modification of this document can render unpatentable the 
combination of features recited in at least independent claim 224. 

Furthermore, Applicant submits that there is no rationale disclosed or suggested in the art to 
modify any of the applied document in the manner asserted by the Examiner. The allegedly well 
known features do not cure the above-noted deficiencies. Therefore, Applicant submits that the 
invention as recited in at least independent claim 224 is not rendered obvious by any reasonable 
inspection of this disclosure. 

Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 230, 238, 239, 242, 244-254, 257, 258, 261- 
263, 265-268 and 270-273 are allowable at least for the reason that these claims depend from an 
allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features that further define the 
present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that no proper modification of CLARKE 
discloses or suggests; the specific additional features recited in the above-noted dependent claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Over Linden with Clarke 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 225, 235, 238, 239, 242, 244, 245, 
249, 251, 253, 257-259, 261-263, 267 and 271-273 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
LINDEN in view of CLARKE. 

The Examiner acknowledges that LINDEN lacks, among other things, the recited features of 
these claims. However, the Examiner asserts that such features are taught in CLARKE and that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify LINDEN in view of CLARKE. 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
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Notwithstanding the Office Action assertions as to what these documents disclose or suggest, 
Applicant submits that no proper combination of these documents discloses or suggests: inter alia , a 
device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged 
on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding 
device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer device at 
least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and 
moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the 
creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the 
transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, and wherein the winding nip is 
configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0. 8 kN/m, as recited in amended 
independent claim 224. 

As explained above, Applicant does not dispute that LINDEN teaches a tissue machine 
utilizing a free web draw between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Figs. 7B-7E). Applicant, 
however, submits that LINDEN fails to teach or suggest, among other things noted above, a winding 
device comprising a winding nip which produces a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m. 
Applicant notes that while LINDEN discusses a controllable or variable nip pressure (see, e.g., 
paragraphs [0048] and [0058]), it does not appear to teach or suggest the recited line force in the 
recited winding nip. 

CLARKE does not cure the deficiencies of LINDEN. While Applicant does not dispute that 
CLARKE teaches a paper or tissue machine utilizing a free web draw between a doctor and a transfer 
belt (see, e.g., Fig. 2), CLARKE does not teach or suggest, among other things noted above, a 
winding device comprising a winding nip which produces a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 
kN/m. Applicant notes that while CLARKE discusses a winding nip (see, e.g., paragraph [0021]), it 

{P28845 0O891530.DOC} 

-30- 



P28845.A12 Customer No.: 7055 

does not appear to teach or suggest the recited line force in the winding nip. 

Thus, Applicant submits that the above-noted documents fail to disclose or suggest the 
features recited in at least independent claim 224. Because no proper modification of the above- 
noted documents discloses or suggests at least the above-noted features of the instant invention, 
Applicant submits that no proper modification of these documents can render unpatentable the 
combination of features recited in at least independent claim 224. 

Furthermore, Applicant submits that there is no rationale disclosed or suggested in the art to 
modify any of the applied documents in the manner asserted by the Examiner. The allegedly well 
known features do not cure the above-noted deficiencies. Therefore, Applicant submits that the 
invention as recited in at least independent claim 224 is not rendered obvious by any reasonable 
inspection of these disclosures. 

Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 225, 230, 235, 238, 239, 242, 244, 245, 
249, 251, 253, 257-259, 261-263, 267 and 271-273 are allowable at least for the reason that these 
claims depend from an allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features that 
further define the present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that no proper combination of 
LINDEN and CLARKE discloses or suggests; the specific additional features recited in the above- 
noted dependent claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Over Klerelid with Clarke 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection of claims 225, 235, 238, 239, 242, 244, 245, 
249, 251, 253, 258, 259, 262, 263, 267 and 271-273 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over 
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KLERELID in view of CLARKE. 

The Examiner acknowledges that KLERELID lacks, among other things, the recited features 
of these claims. However, the Examiner asserts that such features are taught in CLARKE and that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify KLERELID in view of 
CLARKE. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

Notwithstanding the Office Action assertions as to what these documents disclose or suggest, 
Applicant submits that no proper combination of these documents discloses or suggests: inter alia, a 
device for producing a tissue web comprising at least one drying cylinder, a creping doctor arranged 
on the at least one drying cylinder, a winding device for winding up the tissue web, the winding 
device comprising a winding nip formed between a winding drum and a spool, a transfer device at 
least largely bridging an entire distance between the creping doctor and the winding device and 
moves around the winding drum of the winding device, and a free web draw arranged between the 
creping doctor and the winding device, wherein the tissue web is supported on only one side by the 
transfer device between the free web draw and the winding nip, and wherein the winding nip is 
configured to produce a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as recited in amended 
independent claim 224. 

As explained above, Applicant does not dispute that KLERELID teaches a tissue machine 
utilizing a free web draw between a doctor and a transfer belt (see, e.g., Fig. 1 1). Applicant also 
acknowledges that KLERELID teaches to use a nip load of between 1 00 and 250 N/m in the reel-up 
(see paragraph [0021]). However, it is submitted that KLERELID utilizes a nip 32/34 between the 
free web draw and the winding device 30/44 and/or upper and lower transfer belts 26/46 (see Figs. 
1 1-14 and 21, and 17-20) to transfer the tissue web between the free web drawn and the winding 
device and/or a support device 24 between the doctor and the transfer belt (see Figs. 1 5-16 and 21). 
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The invention, in contrast, utilizes a free web draw from the doctor to the transfer device and a 
winding nip which produces a line force that is less than or equal to 0.8 kN/m, as well as a transfer 
device which supports the tissue web between the free web draw and the winding nip on only one 
side. This is not the case in the disclosed embodiments of Figs. 1 1-14 and 17-20 of KLERELID. 
Finally, Applicant notes that other embodiments shown in the figures of KLERELID appear to lack 
the recited free web draw 

CLARKE does not cure the deficiencies of KLERELID. While Applicant does not dispute 
that CLARKE teaches a paper or tissue machine utilizing a free web draw between a doctor and a 
transfer belt (see, e.g., Fig. 2), CLARKE does not teach or suggest, among other things noted above, 
a winding device comprising a winding nip which produces a line force that is less than or equal to 
0.8 kN/m. Applicant notes that while CLARKE discusses a winding nip (see, e.g., paragraph 
[0021]), it does not appear to teach or suggest the recited line force in the winding nip. Nor does 
CLARKE provide any suggestion for operating the winding nip within the claimed range. 

Thus, Applicant submits that the above-noted documents fail to disclose or suggest the 
features recited in at least independent claim 224. Because no proper modification of the above- 
noted documents discloses or suggests at least the above-noted features of the instant invention, 
Applicant submits that no proper modification of these documents can render unpatentable the 
combination of features recited in at least independent claim 224. 

Furthermore, Applicant submits that there is no articulated reasoning disclosed or suggested 
in the art to modify any of the applied documents in the manner asserted by the Examiner. The 
allegedly well known features do not cure the above-noted deficiencies. Therefore, Applicant 
submits that the invention as recited in at least independent claim 224 is not rendered obvious by any 
reasonable inspection of these disclosures. 
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Finally, Applicant submits that dependent claims 225, 235, 238, 239, 242, 244, 245, 249, 
251 , 253, 258, 259, 262, 263, 267 and 271-273 are allowable at least for the reason that these claims 
depend from an allowable base claim and because these claims recite additional features that further 
define the present invention. In particular, Applicant submits that no proper combination of 
KLERELID and CLARKE discloses or suggests; the specific additional features recited in the above- 
noted dependent claims. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection 
and further requests that the above noted claims be indicated as allowable. 

Application is Allowable 

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that each and every pending claim of the present 
invention meets the requirements for patentability under 35 U.S.C. §§ 112, 102 and 103, and 
respectfully request the Examiner to indicate allowance of each and every pending claim. 

Authorization to Charge Deposit Account 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge to Deposit Account No. 19-0089 any necessary 
fees, including any extensions of time fees required to place the application in condition for 
allowance by Examiner's Amendment, in order to maintain pendency of this application. 
CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that none of the references of record, either taken 
alone or in any proper combination thereof, anticipate or render obvious the Applicant's invention, as 
recited in each of the pending claims. The applied references of record have been discussed and 
distinguished, while significant claimed features of the present invention have been pointed out. 

{P28845 00891530.DOC} 

-34- 



P28845.A12 Customer No.: 7055 

Accordingly, reconsideration of the outstanding Office Action and allowance of the present 
application and all the claims therein are respectfully requested and now believed to be appropriate. 
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